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: | FOREWORD

The ERIC Clearinghouse on Higher Education, one of a network of clearinghouses established by ;

! the U.S. Office of Education, is concerned with undergraduate, graduats, and professional education. E

3 As well as abstracting and indexing significant documants in its fisld, the Clearinghouse prepares its -

} own and commissions outside works on various aspscts of higher education. ‘

One of its current projects is the compilation of compendiums listing ongoing or recontly ] /

complsted research studies and programs in various areas. This compendium, the first in the series, is : b

concerned with governance. Following an introductory essay are brief descriptions of relevant general :

and institutional studies. Each item is listed alphabetically by title of project and includes: beginning

i and expected completion dates of the project; the name(s) of the principal investigator(s); the source

of availability of the completed report, if one is forthcoming; and the source of funding, if other than
the researcher’s home institution. ,

Many of the completed reports will be made available in microfichs and hard/photo copy from
the ERIC Document Reproduction Service, National Cash Register Company, 4936 Fairmont Avenus,
Bethesda, Maryland 20014. Abstracts of the documents will appear in Ressarch in Education, which is
published monthly by the U.S. Office of Education and may be orderud from the Superintendent of
Documents, U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C. 20402. Single copies cost $1.75;
annual subscriptions, $21.00.

' Our next compeadium will deal with the preparation of college teachers and will list studies,
programs, and proposals for new graduate degress. Single copies will be available free from the . ‘ .
Clearinghouse in Juns 1970, ~ g
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Carl J. Lange, Director ‘ -
ERIC Clearinghouse on Higher Education ‘
May 1970
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REVIEW

At the hoart of many criticisms of colleges and universities is the issue of governance.
Hydra-headed, governance may appear in questions of faculty or student power, institutional goa!s and
social involvement, communication gaps, to ‘name a few. Recugiizing this, individual researchers and
educators, as well as colleges and universities, are currently studying the various topics grouped under
governance. For many investigators—institutional committees, individual faculty members, and
students alike—governance is an unfamiliar, unexplored area of interest. Frequently, they must
acquaint themselves with its literature while trying to solve their own institution’s governance
problems. On the other hand, more experiencod researchers are now faced with a proliferation of
studies and activities which must be evaluated in the light of past knowledge and recent experience.
This compendium was undertaken to familiarize both old and new investigators with recently
completed and ongoing studies in governance, and to encourage researchers to exchange information
and avoid duplication of effort.

Democratic trend

An examination of the accompanying compendium indicates there is an increasing awareness of
the significance >f governance structures—the formal decision-making processes that affect all aspects
of campus life. The composition of institutional committees seeking overall changes in governance
structures indicates this awareness and reveals a democratic trend in the life of the university.
Committees on institutional planning and goals, for example, are. now generally composed of
representatives from all recognized constituencies in university life: trustees, students, faculty,

- administrators and alumni (42-61). Recommendations of these committees, in turn, reflect their

composition: they call for structures which grant all members of the university community some voice
in its administration. Given the pressure for widespread participation, if the committees were drawn
from a narrower base, or recommended less representative governance structures, they mlght find it
difficult to gain wide approval for their plans.

Student participation

Many reports focus on individual constituencies in ihe academic co mmunity that will now have a
larger voice in governance. Students, the newsst factor in more democratic procedures, receive a great
deal of attention. Current research describes the expanded role students have played in effecting
governance changes. In general, students have rejected student government organizations as ineffective
vehicles for participation, and have worked directly with faculty and administrators to gain in the
decision-making process. William Deegan (35) obsarves that * ‘any revitalization of student government
must be considered in the broader context of student participation in governance.”

In Student Pamclpltlon in Academic Governance, Robinson and Shoenfeld (37) report increased
student involvement in governance at a sample of 120 institutions. Constructive Changes to Ease
Bampus Tensions (13) documents extensive changes in 90 percent of the National Association of State.

Universities and Land-Grant Colleges’ member institutions. These chanyes frequently mvolvo the
~inclusion of students in areas: previously forbidden to them: students are now. active in helping to
‘select new presidents at such diverse places as Columbia University and Davidson College (North

Carolina), and are serving on boards of trustess at such institutions as the University of Connecticut .




and Princeton. Students across the country now also have greater control over their extracurricular
activities—an area of traditional concern. Whether the changes are large or small, the reports conclude
that sharing power with students is a continuing and increasing trend.

Although so much impetus toward increased student participation would seem to indicate
universal agreement, this is not the case. In a provocative dissent, Kingman Brewster (40) suggests that
because of lack of interest on the part of most students, new governance structures designed for
widespread participation would not Ye truly democratic, nor would they function as efficier:tly as
desired. What is needed, he urges, is ““accountability” of administrators—i.:. , administrative responsive-
ness and responsibility to students and faculty. The practice of “accountable” governmsni would be
more compatible with real student attitudes and needs than new decision-making processes. The
Southern Regional Education Board has recently begun a study (36) to examine both the pros and
cons of student participation in governance as seen by several higher education constitusncies, and also
to study the viability of several working models.

Faculty role

With the increase in student demands for invoivement, faculty members are reconsidering their
roles in institutional governance. There seems to be a wealth of studies, many of which duplicate each
other. In 1967, the Campus Governance Program prepared a brochure, Faculty Participation in
Academic Governance (5). Written by faculty members, this report declares that “an effective system
of campus governance should be built on the concept of ‘shared authority’ batween the faculty and
the administration.” The exclusion of students seems outmoded tuday, but the report provides a
representative view of how facuity members see their role: as participants in demdmg campus issues
from the budget and educational policy to grades and the curriculum, their traditional domain. The
report also advocates strikes against the university when other appeals are exhausted.

Deegan and Mortimer (51) are completing a case study of faculty participation in such matters as
personnel, budgetary affairs, and educational policy at the University of Minnesota. Other current
research includes sections on the faculty’s role in university life (45, 9, 18, 40). McConnell (31) will
examine Great Britain's governance patterns, including the relationship of faculty members to
governing boards, and he anticipates that some of the findings will be applicable to American colleges
and universities. There is no evidence that any of these studies will differ greatly in their findings or
recommendations. Perhaps the American Association of University Professors’ study on faculty
involvement in governance (18) will provide a definitive statement on what form faculty participation
should take. It intends to “develop standards for evaluation of faculty pamclpatnon in institutional
government” based on the replies it receives from a questionnaire.

It should be noted that few current studies place amphasis on the problems of the department
Only two projects are dealmg with this question (12 26) ‘

Trustee responslbllltlas

Because of the multitude of rapnd changes occurring at the institutions they oversee, umvemtv
trustees are resxamining and altering their roles. Morton Rauh’s The Trusteeship ‘of Coll Hloges and
Universities (5) serves as an effective how-to-be-a-trustee handbook, by describing who trustees are and
how they exercise their responsibilities. Based on responses to a questionnaire sent to trustees.across
the country, the handbook should be useful to the university community at large as well as to trusteas.
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The North Carolina Board of Higher Education’s Duties and Responsibilities of College and University

Trustees (15), which is in a manual format, discusses the same questions that Rauh does, but in less

detail. Its appendices include pertinent North Carolina statutes and state and local studies. August W.
Eburle’s study of “Policy Boards and Policy Making in U.S. Higher Education’ (30) covers different
ground; it provides a complete statistical picture of how all higher education policy boards are
organized and function. |

Growth and attitudes

Two large-scale projects indicate that researchers are recognizing the need to examine the nature
of the changes now taking place—the emerging patterns of governance and their significance for the
future growth of colleges and universities. In his study on “Institutions in Transition” (25), Harold
Hodgkinson uses questionnaires and US Office of Education data from as far back as 1941 to discern
the direction public and private colleges and universities are taking. With respect to one of the most
acute probloms of governance, Hodgkinson reports that “’the exact size of an institution may not be as
important as its rate of growth’' in explaining the incidence of student protest. The growth rate, he
argues, causes “morale problems” that are expressed through protest.

Hodgkinson also notes the trends toward greater student participation in governance and
rejection of fraternities and sororities as the mode of participation in campus life. He foresees a

“conflict between the faculty’s desire to maintain rigorous admissions standardsa traditional

measurement of quality—and the university’s advocacy of increasingly open admissions programs. In
resolving this issue, studeni and faculty gains in decision-making processes will inevitably affect the
solution.

The “Institutions in Transition” study looks to the past to understand how changes influence
colleges and universities. In contrast, Lyman Glenny’s “Project 20" (31) examines the current status
of selected institutions in order to develop guidelines for the future. The Project—nine studies dealing
with different aspects of governance—is designed “so that the total decision process and’ its
contributing components may be comprehended.” The long-range goal is ““to develop model structures
and processes which will accommodate the diverse interests and needs of the academic family. . . .”

While the reports discussed so far deal with the problems of developing viable governance
structures and decision-making processes, other research recognizes that reformed organizational
structures cannot by themselves end the criticisms of university procedures. In short, a crucial change
in attitudes must accompany changes in structures. Discussing its own judicial system, Cornell
University’s report (49) notes, “how well [it] wili work will depend at least as much on the
surrounding campus. . . as on how the system is used.” Symptomatic of this increased concern with
attitudes is Alexander Astin’s ““Campus Unrest” project (7) which will study the relationships among
faculty attitudes, administrative responses, and the incidence of protest on campus. Other mvastlgators
(3, 6, 17, 26, 34, 50) are following a somewhat parallel track, surveying the attltudes of different

~ campus groups towerd participation in governance. Their results should be helpful in predlctmg how

successful changos in govemanca structures will be in |mprovmg the quahty of campus llfe
lnstututlonal goals

The issue of mstltutlona‘l roles and purposes in modern society Vundekrlies all controversies over thje’
reform of governance structures. The Assembly on University Goals and Governance (4) stands out




from other governance projects because it is the orly one which deals with thess fundamental
questions, and it does so on a particularly large scals. The Assambly emphasizas discussion: its
prospectus states, “The Assembly should be judged less by the paper it generates and more by the
processes of deliberation and exchanges it initiates,” Its organization reflects this objective. At the
heart are five policy councils which represent five ways of considering the university's options: (1)
Learning, Teaching, and Evaluation; (2) Relations with Other Institutions; (3) Research and Service;
(4) Access, Scale and Quality; (5) Models of Governance. Limited to twenty members sach, the policy
councils are meeting periodically through 1970 for discussions and will write end-of-the-year papers on
their findings. In addition, the directors of the Assembly will commission papers, and the chairman
will write his own end-of-the-ysar report about the Assembly’s experiences. In its sscond yeer of
opération, the Assembly wiil set up forums and seminars across the country which will involve both
the academic and the general communities.

In contrast with the Assembly’s discussions, which consider the general problems of universities,
other studies deal with the questions of directions and goals, as the bases for specific governance
recommendations. Duke University’s experience is tvpical. Before turning to their own institution’s
problems, Duke’s Commission on University Governance (54) ‘examined studies from -almost two
dozen schools. The Commission had to conclude, however, that “the configuration of governancs at
Duke University depends most substantially upon Duke’s own particular history, practical constraints,
and needs.” The State University of New York’s Panel on University Purposes (46) is a notable
exception tc this approach. It was established spacifically to consider SUNY'’s future direction,
without any particular. chargs to develop new processes of governance, \

Service oriented projects

Institutional studies will undoubtedly benefit from the practical help becoming available tc them.

In addition to the efforts of the Asssmbly on ‘University Goals and Governance, the American
Association of Higher Education’s Campus Governance Program (5) is making plans to arrange regional
workshops which will discuss the findings of its broad “Ninetesn Campus Study.” Researchers at the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology are using computers to develop better management and
educational environment models (28). Data have been collected from fourteen colleges and
universities, and the participating institutions are expected to benefit from lezming about themssives
as well as about other participating schools. Other practical approaches include the sponsorship of
administration internships (1) and the publication of handbooks (5, 15, 21). S
- Members of the academic community also nesd legal aid to deal with the problems raised by
current demands for student rights and various methods of protest. Several items in the compendium
illustrate how thess problems are being handled. Both the American Bar Association (ABA) and The
- Amarican Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) stress the need to give students their right to fresdom of
spesch. The difficulty for administrators lies in drawing the lines between legitimate dissent and
~ disruption. The ABA (32) has developed guidelines concerning protection of fresdom of expression,
disciplinary procedures, and the university's relationship to civil authority. It ‘suggests that
administrators follow these guidslines to allow for “valid student dissent. . . whils preservirig ordinary

sducational processes.” The ACLU statement (2) is much broader in scope; it does not simply discuss

rights and responsibilities he has.in that context. . o R
The overwhelming mejority of items in the compendium are concerned with general rather than

institutional studies. In either case, the findings should be valusbls to a wide range of colleges and

universities. f | o .

~legal procedures; but emphasizes the position of the :‘tudlnt;as citizen of the commiunity with all the

4




COMPENDIUM

General Studies

1. The Academic Administration Internship Program. Begun 1965-Continuing. Charles G. Dobbins,
Director, The American Council on Education, 1 Dupont Circle, Washington, DC 20036.

This program is designed to encourage and support faculty and staff members
interested in academic administration. Forty nine are interns this year. ACE chooses interns
from its member institutions, and they serve in an administrative capacity at their own
school or another institution. Participants meet for week-long fall and spring seminars;
regional meetings are also projected for the 1970-1 program. Each participant writes an
end-of-the-year paper on a subject of his own choosing. Although these 'eports are for
in-house use, some are made available through ACE publications.

2. “Acedemic Freedom and Civil Liberties of Students in Colleges and Universities.” Begun June
1969-Pamphlet forthcoming. American Civil Liberties Union. Department of Information
and Education, 156 Fifth Avenue, New York, NY 10010. | :

This revision of the 1956 ACLU statement wiil include several sections which touch on
the issue of governance: “The Student as a Member of the Community of Scholars’; “The
Student's Role in the Formulation of Academic Policy"; “’Extracurricular Actrvrtres", "Per
sonal Freedom”; and “Regulations and Disciplinary Procedures.”

3. Administrative Perspectives in the Large University. Begun 1968-Scheduled c‘ompvletion 1970.
Terry Lunsford, Center for Research and Development in Higher Education, 1947 Center

Street, Berkeley, California 94704. Sponsored by US Office of Education.

This study deals with the attitudes of executives in Iorge and prestigious Amerrcan

- universities concerning issues of administrative authority on the campus. The investigator

uses a "theoretical framework based on Max Weber's conception of authority as positional

“power variably legitimated by shared beliefs.”” He analyzed 526 replies for *'[executives']

~ views of authority, administration job-groups and characteristics of educational background,

career involvements, age, and political /religious preferences.” The study was supplemented
with interviews and observations of administrative councils in operation. ' Analysis suggests
features of modern university administrators’ situation that elrcit their characteristic

~ perspective and its variations, and outlrnes possible implications for iruture admrnlstratron as

a part of unlversrty government o

4. : The Asembly on Unlverslty Goels and Governance Begun September 1969 Scheduled, :

completlon September 1971. Martin Myerson, Stephen R. Graubard, and Robert M. O'Neil,

7 Linden Street, Cambridge, Massachusetts 02138. Sponsored by Amerrcan Academy of |

Arts and Sciences, Ford Foundation, Rockefeller Foundation, and Stern,Famlly‘Fund ;

S S R



The Asssmbly will discuss, develop and help to implement alternative ways of dealing
- with the issues of university goals and governance. In the first year, the Assembly intends to
generate new ideas; in the second year, to disseminate them. The Assembly’s structure
consists of: (1) a Secretariat, located in Buffalo and Boston; (2) a Panel of Academy
Advisers; and (3) five autonomous Policy Councils which, in the first year, will deal with
“Learning, Teaching and Evaluation,” “Research and Service,” “Access, Scale and Quality,”
% 3 . “Relations with Other Institutions,” and “Models of Governance.” These Councils are said
to represent five points of view rather than five topics. During the yeer, they will make
working papers available to other members of the Asssmbly. Also scheduled for the first
year are Cambridge seminars directed by Talcott Parsons, and a projected student
conference in San Francisco in mid-February. The Arthur D. Little Company will prepare a
- bibliography and conduct field research. At the end of this first year, the Chairman and the
Policy Councils will publish reports containing data, a delineation of feasible policy optrons,
and & set of specific suggestions.

In the Asssmbly’s second year, forums and seminars wrll be held across the country to
review the work of the first year. Through these meetings, the Asssmbly hopes to improve
the level of discussion on quastions of governance and goals. Thess discussions will involve
hundreds of people within and outside the university community.

R _ N 5. Campus Governance Program of the Aimerican Association for Higher Education. Begun July

~ ‘ - 1966-Scheduled completion Fa!l 1970. Morris Keston, Harold Hodgkinson, and Stephen
‘Plumer, Antioch Columbia, P.0. Box 877, Columbia, Maryland 21043. Partially sponsored
by Kettering Foundation.

~The Program was designed to help colleges and universities improva their internal ]
communications and governance. There are two stages: Phase |, now nearing completion,
invoives a program of research, conferences and publications. For Phase 11, tentative plans
- are being mude for regionai workshops in which members of the university community
would meet to learn about the Program’s findings, discuss university problems, and get
~ advice from cocisultants who would be avallable to all-higher educatron institutions in the -
area.
The first stago‘ of tho program mvolvcd three saparate‘prolacts. Om, \wncernedwrth ;
; - faculty-administration relationships, resulted in the AAHE brochure, Faculty Participation ‘
= L | in Academic_Governance. The second resuited in Morton A. Rauh’s The Trustesships of
y ‘ ' 7 collm and Universities, The third resulted in the Nineteen Campus Study, soon to be
published. This book will include data from quostronnalros, on-campus mtervrews editorial
- and theoretical papers, and other mformatron : S o

6. Campus Tonﬂons Analysrs and Recommnndatrons. Rlport of thn Splcml COmmrme on CamLs' B
Tonsrons (Wuhmgton, (1] Amerrcan council on Educatlon 197OZ/ ‘

R Thls roport of the Spucral commrttn on campus Tlnsrons was dmlopod from the
, findings of a questlonnalre, commissioned : papers, meetings, case: studies, and interviews.
~ The report discusses how different constitusnt groups of the campus community-—studlnts ,
faculty, administrators, and trustees—percem the problems of hlghlr cducltron conclrmng‘ G




el e

‘governance, the Committee suggests that effective communication between the constity “nt
groups promises sound and widely accepted decisions. To achieve this goal, it recommends
that: (1) the processes of academic governance should be seen as “fair” by all academic
groups; (2) methods of communrication--rumer centers, centralized files, ombudsmen—must
be established; (3) joint administrative-faculty-student committees should be established,
whenevar possible, to promote effective decision making; (4) all members of the academic
community should have a ‘‘shared commitment. . .to the principle of institutional
self-governance” and its accompanying responsibilities. ‘ ~

7. Campus Unrest. Begun December 1968-Scheduled completion November 1971. Alexander W.
Astin, Alan E. Bayer, and Robert F. Boruch, Office of Research, American Council on
Education, 1 Dupont Circle, Washington, DC 20036. Sponsored by Natronal Institutes of
Mental Health. ‘

This study “will attempt to identify” specific causes of unrest and their relationship to

the total character of individual institutions. Two of the questions concerned with

~ governance are: "Do administrative practices play an impcrtant role, or are protests more or

less inevitable given a particular type of student clientele?” anc What is the relationship

between the development of a demonstration and the administrative response? In

conducting this study, the researchers will: (1) review the literature; (2) define “student

unrest”; (3) use two units of analysis—the student and the institution; (4) gather empirical

data from a representative sample of the 300 institutions in the ACE's Cooperative

Institutional Research Program; and (5) undertake “intensive” case studies of about 30
oolleges and un|vers|t|es in the Cooperative Program.

8. . Change in the Four-Year College Begun September 1969-Scheduled completron June 1970
Michael R. Harris, Director, Institute in Higher Education, Claremont Graduate School,
CIaremont California 31711. Sponsored by US Office of Education.

Furty college admrmstrators and faculty members from four -year colleges are studying
existing and proposed forms of college and university governance. Their activities include
independent reading and talks with college administrators and experts in organrzatronal-
theory. Although there are no reports pIanned for pubhcatlon now, some rnay be written at

~alater time. : : ‘

. 9, ,cnanges in Patterns of Internal Authority and Influence in the Governance of Higher Education,

Begun September 1969 No completion date given. T.R. McConnell, The Center for Research - ',
~and Development in Higher Education, 1947 Center “treet Berkeley, Callfornla 94704 E
Sponsored by US Offrce of Education. '

This study will examrne changes‘ in governance patterns in Great Britain: the = -
relatronshrp of faculty members to governing boards and the nature of student partrolpatron |
Reoommendatlons resultrng from the pro;eot wrll be d|reoted toward Amerrcan coIIeges and

universities. - s : :
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10. The Colleges and the Courts, 1966-1970. Begun Jenuary 1968-Schaduled complation January
1971. M.M. Chambers, Dapartment of Educational Administrators, lllinois State University,
Normal, lllinois 61761.

This study is a continuation of six eerlier volumes undar the same title. It deals with
cases tried in fedaral courts and supreme and mnllm courts across the country

11. “Comparative Study of Aims and Administration in Highar Eduution." Begun March .
1966-Aweilable. Troy Duster, The Center for Ressarch and Development in Higher
Education, 1947 Center Street, Berkeley, California 94704. Sponsored by US Office of ;
Education. !

In this study of Swedish and American university structures, the ressarcher investigates
the relationship between a university’s declared aims and tha structures which serve tham.
Ha discusses the effects of certain pressures on American university structures.

12. The Confidence Crisis (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1970). Paul L. Dmul F. (:nio Johnson, and
Philip Marcus.

This study’s purposes are: (1) “To clerify problems and operations of the university

pertments and describe differences in approaches characteristic of disciplines and

unimmn " and (2) "To arrive at conclusions from which ummions for improvnmcnt can
. bldﬂ'iwd "

13. Constructive Changes to Ease Campus Tensions. Published January 1970. Office of Institutional
h, National Assaciation of State Universities and: Land-Grant eollqn. 1 Dupont
circlo, Wushington, nc 20038

This stydv mmy: oovomum chanm at 90% of tlu Amcintion men

14,
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15. Duties and Responsibilities of College and University Trustess (Raleigh, NC: North Cerolina
Board of Education, 1968). Ben C. Fisher, North Carolina Board of Higher Education, 1307
CGlenwood Avenus, P.0. Box 10887, Raleigh, North Carolina 27605.

The issues this manual discusses concern trustees everywhere. Chapters deal with: (1)
the expanding role of the trustess in higher education; (2) major responsibilities of
trusteeship; (3) the trustes and the faculty; (4) the trustes and the student; (5) the trustee
and the administration; and (6) the trustes of public colleges and universities. Appendices
include statements and studies regarding governance in North Carolina as well as basic policy
documents, such as the 1940 AAUP statement on academic fresdom.

16. Education in Arts and Sciences. Begun June 1969-Scheduled complstion October 1971. Richard
J. Storr, Professor of History, Faculty of Arts and Sciences, York University, Downsview,
Toronto, Canada. Spomorld by the Carnegie Commission on the Future of Higher
Education.

This study will identify the options of universities as they plan graduate education in
the arts and sciences for the rest of this century. One set of options is concerned with
governance. The investigator will examins the historical development of certain large issues.
Four periods will be considered: (1) a period of frustrated efforts to found graduate
education; (2) the emergence and establishment of the Amaerican university as distinct from
the college; (3) the consolidation and amplification of standards, organizations, stc.; (4) the
current period of criticism and reform.

17. The Effect of Data Revealing How Students, Faculty and Administration Percaive Their Roles in
University Policy and Decision Making and the Climate for Decision Making in Private and
Public Colleges in the Western Part of New York State. Bagun February 1969-Scheduled
completion December 1970. Charles Welch, Dean of Students, Rochester Institute of
Technology, 1 Lomb Memorial Drive, Rochester, New York 14614. Sponsored by New
York State Division of Higher Education.

This dissertation examines the extent of agresment among different sections of the
scedemic community regerding their perception of their appropriate roles in university
pollcy ond decision making and the values supportive of thess roles. The ressarcher uses the
Troyer Inventory, which provides responses on a five point scale, from complete student
!@Miﬁom to complete faculty-zdministration autonomy. A minimum of 81 response from
oty one constituency in any institution was obtained from a controtied sampling of
} mmm. faculty, and administration in five western New York State colleges and

€\ 18. “Faculty Participation in College and University Government.” Begun December 1969-Scheduled
' completion April 1970. William B. Woolf, American Association of Univmny Profmors. 1
~ Dupont Circle, Washington, DC 20036.




| This study will “develop standards for evaluation of faculty perticipation in
. institutional government.” A questionnaire has been sent (o all 1024 AAUP chapters and to
| administrators of institutions which have chapters. The questiontinaire is based on the
principles of the AAUP's 1966 Statement of the Government of Colleges and Universities.
Administrators and chapters will file separate qusstionnaires, unless total agresment about
questionnaire answers warrants a joint report. Results will be reported at the AAUP annual

meeting in April 1970.

19. Governance of Multicampus Universities. Begun October 1967-Scheduled publication Fall 1970

(New York: McGraw-Hill). Eugens C. Les and Frank M. Bowsn, Instituts of Governmental

~ Studies, University of California, Berkeley, cmforma 94720. Sponsorod hy Carnegie
Commission on the Future of Higher Education.

The researchers define a multicampus university as “the existence under a single
governing board and chief executive of two or more campuses, sach with its own chief
executive.” The study concerns nine public systems which do not include all institutions of
public higher education in their states. Researchers examined: (1) organizational patterns
and the distribution of formal and informal authority within. the system; (2) the special
_problems and relationships of students, faculty, alumni, etc.; and (3) the impact on thess
various elements of the external administrative and political environment. The increasing
role of the federal government in higher education and its impact on organizational and
administrative structure is also under consideration. The study is based on a review of
documents and interviews with administrators and faculty participants in gowrmncn

20. Governing the Restless Campus. Rlport of a I.lglshtm Work Conference on nghcr Education
(Boulder, Coloradg: Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education, Fobmaty 1970).
- Robert H. Krospsch and Dorothy P. Buck, editors.

This is a report of the procesdings of the Commission's sixth legislative work
conference. Sections pertaining directly to governance are: (1) “Campus Unrest and Campus
Reform"; (2) ““Legal Implications of Campus Unrest”; and (3) “Who Should Be in Charge of
: the. Ratlm Campus? Why?”

21. Handbook on University Government. Begun July ISGB-Schodulod complmon Sprmg 1970.
~ Henry L. Mason and Louis Joughin, Department of Political Science, Tulane University, f

* New Oileans, Louisiana 70118 and American Association of University Pfofmon. 1
Dupont Circle, Washington, DC 20036 Sponsored hy Esso Foundltlon ‘ :

The mmtlnlton are expanding their “Model Senates” study into a Handbook. The
| ; Handbook will be divided into three chapters: (1) “Principles of College and University
- Government—A Guide Through Some Recent Literaturs”; (2) “Provisions for College and
University Government—A Guide Through Soms Recent Constitutional Documents”: and
(3) “Suggested Constitutional Provisions.” The authors reviewed the literature on university
government and ssmpled 100 constitutional documents.
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22. Indepandant Liberal Arts Colleges. Begun Septamber 1968-Scheduled publication Fall 1970
(New York: McGraw-Hilll. Morris Keston, Antioch Collegs, P.0. Box 877, Columbia,
Maryland 21043: Sponsored by Carnegia Commission on the Future of Higher Education.

- This study describes privata, indapandent, and non-Catholic church-ralated colleges
committed primarily to BA programs; it also makes recommandations about tha future
functions and finances of such colleges. The investigator used US Offica of Education,
National Opinion Ressarch Cantar, Amarican Council on Education and other statistical
studies. Ha usedinformation from both tha “Study of tha Future'of tha Liberal Aris
College” (published in Struggla and Promise, McGraw-Hill, 1969) and the AAHE Campus

Governanca Program. Ha also ssnt & questionnaire to and conduct a documunt studv of 100
privata indapsndant colleges and visitad 15 campuses.

23. The Innovative Spirit: Change in Higher Education. Begun June 1969-Scheduled publication Juna
1970. (San Francisco, California: Jossay-Bass) Algo D. Handarson, Center for Research and
Dwﬂopmm in Higher Edumlon. 1947. mntcf s:mt Bnrklllv. callfornil 94720

Ahout one-half of this book is dwotod to organization and govérnance. It includes an
analysis of currant innovations and propouls for changes in oduutloml obm:twn.
‘ cumculu. and omnimloml patterns. - ?

24 lnmtutmml l’lmmg and Orgenizational Self-Ranewal. Bsgun SOptlmbll’ 1966-Awailable May
1970. Ernest G. Palola, Centar for Research and Osvalopmant in Higher Education. 1947
Contcf Strest, Berkaley, California 94704. Spomorld by US Oﬂico of Eduution

_ This study seeks to answer two quastions: (1) What kinds of imtitutlonll pllnning is
baing done by various types of institutions? (2) What substanitive changes have: besn affected
as a direct result of continuous planning? The researcher has analyzed documants and
intlnnmd participants in plnnmng at 80 public and privata cbllcm ll‘ld ummutm.

25. lnmtutiom in Tnnsmon Bogun March 1sssaa-pon mmlnbll Fall 1970. Harold Hodgkinson,
Carnegie Commission on the Future of Hinlm Education, 1947 (:mm Stmt Blrklloy, ‘
California 94704.

This studv focuses on changes in American Mghor oducltlon that huvo |mpomnt
consequences for the future of colleges and universities. The: ptopct hu been ¢

* two phaus ln l'lnu l 8 mtistlul upon on odnutmml chl’”

'tV, h Woﬂﬂm.
plmntm of mllo and fomalu cmollmunts und thl listmns of inmtutiom thlt vmc lddid»




also asked the president to predict the major changes which his institution may encounter in
the next five to ten years.

Phase |l is conelrmd with five case studies of institutionsl changes, which will include
discussions of changmg patterns of governance. The areas of change to be examined are
based on the questionnaire findings. The institutions chosen for case study underwent
changes two or threc years ago, so the conssquences are fairly well developed and the
memory of the experience is reasonably ciear. They include: (1) a private university that has
become a public institution; (2) a local junior college that now awards BA degrees and has
attempted to establish a broader base; (3) an urban university; (4) a land-grant college with
aspirations for greatness. Compensatory programs are also being examined.

26. “Leadership Behavior of Department Chairmen in Selected State Institutions of Higher

27. The

Education.” Available Spring 1970. Glenn B. Schroeder, Department of Educational
Administration, Temple University, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19122,

“The Getzels and Guba social systems model was used to develop hypotheses for
obtaining knowledge concerning: (1) the ‘real’ leadership behavior of chairmen as described
by themssives and faculty; (2) the ‘idesl’ leadership behavior as described by deans,
chairmen, and faculty; and (3) responsibility, authority, and delegation bshaviors reported
by deens and chairmen.” Information was collected from 331 respondents in 17 state
ingtitutions. Some of the conclusions are: (1) the chairmen are in a "conflict position”
because the deans’ demand for increased loadership is not as great as the faculty’s; (2)
"Responsibility, Authority, and Delegation are functions of institutional size’’; and (3) the
quadrant analysis technique is a viable method.

Liberal Arts Colleges in the University. Begun October 1968-Scheduled completion June
1971. Charles Bidwell, Department of Education, University of Chicago, Chicago, Il
60637. Sponsored by the Carnegie Commission on the Future of Higher Education.

This report will provide an overview of the development and current status of the
government, organization, and members of the liberel arts colleges of American universities.
The author is reviewing published statistical sources, internal documents, and
questionnaires, and is conducting interviews. His study will mainly rely on survey analysus
and case :tudm.

28. Mampmlnt of Univmity Education Research Project. Bcguh November 1968-No complstion

‘date_given, Arnold E. Amstutz, Katherine Moore and Tom Riesing, The Sloan School of
Management, Massachusstts Institute -of Technology, (hmlmdgo, Mmchuutts 02139.

,Saonsorcd by- Clrnogu and Ford Foundations.

Thc romrehm are dmloping (¥ bchavnoral modcl of thl lducmonal pfoccs at the

vunivcmty level in: order to.improve institutional manmmlnt and ‘the educational
nnvirenmlnt In the first phase of the project, the researchers dmlopod a computer

| . isoftwm system that processes the raw data from the 14 schools under study'and allows for

. the glgc‘tmn,qfkmcnfnc populstions for analysis. Now in the: sgq;ond phass; the ressarchers
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are using this sytem to develop alternatives to the environments under study and construct
models of sducational environments. Since the system is interactive, sach school is expected
to benefit both from its own experiences and those of the other participants. Since the
system is interactive, sach school is expected to benefit both from its own experiences and
those of the other participants.

29. “The Nature and Extent of Student Government Participation in University Decision Making on

- Campuses Experiencing Degress of Organized Protest.” Begun January 1969-Scheduled

complstion August 1970. Eldridge W. Roark, Assistant Dean of Men, Purdue University,
Lafayette, Indiana 47907.

This dissertation examines the relationship betwesn the nature and extent of student
involvemant in university policy making and the extent, frequency, and intensity of protest.
A questionnaire was used to gather data from an administrator and a student government
representative in a sampling of 100 US compusss.

30. "Policy .Boards and Policy Making in United States Higher Education.” Begun Ssptember
1967-Substantially completed; some analyses continuing. August W. Eberle, Department of
Higher Education, School of Education, Indiana University, Bloomington, Indiana 47401.

This project aims to: (1) collect basic data concerning policy board membership,
operation, etc. for all higher education institutions in the US; and (2) use this knowledge
to develop principles of organization, membership, and operation of boards. A questionnairs
was sent to the presidents of all 2221 institutions of higher education (accounting for 1935
boards); 1769 responses (1490 boards) were returned. Six doctoral dissertations, five
already completed, were dw.lopcd from this study. ’

31. Project 20: Appropriate Structures, Porticipmts, and Processes for Program Development. Begun
February 1970-Scheduled complstion February 1975. Lyman Glenny, The Center for
Research and Development in Higher Education, 1947 Center Stmt Bcrkalty, California
94704. Sponsored by US Office of Education.

- Project 20 will focus on “the organization, structurs, and process for governance of
colleges and universities.” Project 20 includes nins individual ressarch projects-which will
develop a full understanding of govornancc—mternal problems, external mflumm, and the -
relationship between the two. These projects will concentrate on different aspects of
governance questions and will seek to develop modals and gmdelmls Ressarch data, except

. for. projects begun in 1969, will be drawn from institutions in 12 states, which have already
been clossly examined by the Center’s staff. Additional studies will be forthcommg Thm'
of the projects deal durectly wnth collm and university governance.

Changes in Pattems of lnternal Authonty and lnﬂumce m tha Govornanco of Higher
Educatlon T.R. Mc(:onnell .Iuly 1969-July 1970. : ,
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" Through an examination of recent findings on governance, the researcher will analyze

emerging patterns of govarnance and indicate new research problems. Papers and/or a
monograph will result.

Student Participation in Academic Governance. Troy Duster and Terry Lunsford. July
1969-February 1971,

This study will examine experiments in student participation in governance, describing
and explaining all aspects of their development. Thres to six case studies will be conducted
at diverse institutions; structured personal interviews will be emphasized. The series of
reports which will result will provida bases for policy guidelines.

Trustee Decision Making. J.G. Psltridge. July 1970-July 1971.

This study will analyze all aspects of the trustee’s decision-making role, and his success
as a buffer against outside intervention. Case studies will be developed of four public
four-year. colleges and universities through questionnaires, site visits, interviews, and a review
of pertinent documents. This study should present a general picture of the governing board's
effectiveness and its role in the life of the university.

32. ”l_ieport of the American Bar Association Commission on Campus Government and Student

33,

“A

Dissent.” Begun August 1969-Report available April 1970. American Bar Foundation, 1155
East 60th Street, Chicago, INlinois 60637.

This commission—composed of practicing lawyers, higher education leaders; and
behavioral scientists—has drafted legal standards and procedural guidelines for campus
administrators. The purpose of these guidelines is "to accommodate valid student dissent
and facilitate student participation in campus affairs while preserving ordinary sducational
processes.” The report makes general recommendations in two sections: ”Thl‘Protection of
Freedom of Expression” and “The Maintenance of Order With Justice.” ‘

The commission may continue its work with an examination of student participation
in campus government. ' ' '

Report on the Status, Cause, and Future of Student Unrest on American College and

University Campuses.” Available January 1970. Joseph R. Ellis and Michael L. Thompson,
Department of Education, Northern Illinois University, Dekalb, Illinois 60116,

To provide understanding of the causes of student unrest so that “workable solutions”

~may be developed, the researchers conducted a statistical survey of unrest at 612 randomly
- selected, accredited four-year institutions of higher education. Student unrest is
“characterized by feelings of dissatisfaction based on a perception of the status and trends
of contemporary society as expressed by acts of dissent.” Questionnaires were sentto a

~ student affairs administrator, a student leader, and a faculty member at each institution;

983 completed questionnaires were returned. Governance was listed as a major cause of

unrest, and the researchers suggest, among other things, “a comprehensive self-evaluation”

and “an organization for decision-making” whnch is democratic.

.
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34, “Status of Opinions of Teaching Faculty in Higher Education.” Publication Summer 1970. Glen
Robinson, Research Division, National Education Association, 1201 16th Street, NW,
Washington, DC 20036.

This study will sample faculty opinions about governance and the faculty’s role in
governance.

35. “Student Government and Student Participation in Junior College Governance—Models for the
1970's.” Available January 1970. William L. Deegan, California Junior College Association,
1020 Twelfth Street, Sacramento, California 95814,

This paper examines “models for student participation in governance, rather than
merely focusing on student governmen as a ssparate entity.” The discussion applies to four -
year colleges as well as junior colleges. The structures include: the traditional model
(“Student Government as an Educstional Experience”) which the author considers
“paternalistic” and ineffective; the separate jurisdictions model, which he calls “unwise and
unworkable’’; several participatory models, which he belisves are the best way for students
to get involved in governance. While noting their weeknesses, he urges experimentation with
these models.

36. Student Participation in Academic Governance (Tentative Titls). Begun Fsbruary
1970-Scheduled completion August 1970. R. Neil Reynolds and E.F. Schietinger, Southern
Regional Education Board, 130 Sixth Strest, N.W., Atianta, Georgia 30313.

The researchers will examine the pros and cons of student participation in academic
governance, as seen by various higher education constituencies; provide historical
prospective on the issue; and study the viability of several working models. They will
concentrate on developments in the states in the SREB region, but will also give limited
attention to student participation lll other states.

37. Student Participation in Academic Governance. Published February 1970. Lora H. Robinson and
Janet D. Shoenfeld, ERIC Clearinghouse on Higher Education, 1 Dupont Circle, Smte 630,
Washington, DC 20036 '

Thls bonklet lncludes () revnew, an annotated bibliography of the lltereture concerning
student pertlclpetlon in academic governance, and a compendium of recent institutional
changes wlnch have increased student pertlclpatlon in governance. ,

38 Studont Releted Matters in the College Units of a complex llnwersltv Bepun September
‘ 1968 Scheduled completion July 1970. Jerald Hunt Director of contlnmng Educatlon,
Millikin University, Decatur, INinois 62522

This study wnll examine certain student-releted matters as they ere hendled ln nlne,

undergnduote schools or colleges of a complex university. The lnvestngotor suggests that]
these sohools, ‘as eeml-eutonomous unlts N heve developed thlll’ own“,.petterns of .




N A4 R e o e

governance” in student affairs. Thirty eight administrators involved in student affairs, on the
college and university levels, answered “'systematic interview questions.”

39. A Study of the Practice of Procedural Due Process in Actions of Dismissal in Indiana Colleges
and Universities.” Begun Fall 1968-Scheduled completion Spring 1970. Norman V. Bridges, = :
Dean of Students, Bethel College, Mishawaka, Indiana 46544.

The author has analyzed development of the law dealing with the dismissal of students
from colleges and universities, and developed a framework with which to measure the
current practice of due process. Through interviews, he has established what current practice
is, and he suggests guidelines for the future.

] 40. Thoums' on_University Government. Kingman Brewster, Jr., Yale University, New Haven, R
;' Connecticut 06520. |

g This pamphlet contains two essays. The first, "How Yale Should Be Governed,” was ¢
part of the President’s report for 1967-68, which appeared in October, 1968. In it, President !
Brewster discusses his understanding of the roles of faculty, students, trustees, and
administration at Yale. He concludes with suggested “Guidelines for Yale's Governance,” of
which the underlying principle is that all members of the community should participate in
university life in a way that furthers Yale's goals and interests. ;
The second essay, “The Politics of Academia,” was an address delivered to the Yale
Political Union in September, 1969. In this speech, President Brewster proposed the
r doctrine of administrative “accountability” as the basis of Yale's governance rather than
‘* representation. Under a system of accountability, there are three requirements: (1)
“disclosure” of current activities and deciSions; (2) "right of petition by those affected by
decisions”; and (3) “some regular, understood process” of evaluating the administration.
Brewster argues that this system would be effective becauss it recognizes the unwillingness
of members of the university community to govern themselves, and the fact that students
would rather not be governed by their peers. Furthermore, it would allow administrators to
~act quickly when necessary. | - | :

| .. University as an Ofganization. Begun February 1970-Scheduled completion July 1971. James A.
| Perkins, Center for Educational Enquiry, 1180 Avenue of the Americas, New York, New
York 10036. Sponsored by Carnegie Commission on the Future of Higher Education.

A P

This study will provide an analysis of the university’s evolvement as an organization. It
will compare the university's distinctive features to other institutions and study nationaland
international varistions in its development. The author will also examine “policy

g’
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: | implications and possibilities for reform in organization.”
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~ Institutional Studies

42. 1
- Department of Philosophy, Dickinson College, Carlisle, Pennsylvania 17013,

he Ad Hot Coinm‘ift"tée on Campus 'Gt:i‘ve‘rnance.‘ Begun Janua‘ry.1'9694Go,ﬁ’t'i"nuin‘g. George Allan,
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The original proposal of this faculty-student committee for a cabinet system of
government including faculty and student houses was rejected. The proposal now being
considered calls for a system of joint faculty-student legislative and adVisofy i:ommittees.
The legislative committees would deal with: the academic program; student affairs;
admissions and financial aid; academic standards. The advisory committess would cover:
institutional priorities and resources; and development and communications. ‘

43. Ad Hoc Committee on University Governance. September 1969-00ntinuing. Ferrel Heady, The
University of New Mexico, Albuguerque, New Mexico 87106. '

The Regents of the University of New Mexico established this Committes to examine
the University’s governance and make,ret_:ommendations on "[formulating) principles of
University governance.” The Committee is made up of all segments of the university

‘community.

44 “Address to the Eighth Annual Faculty Convocation.” November 6, 1969. ‘Ho“‘m‘er’b. Babbidgp,
- Jr., President, University of Connecticut, Storrs, Connecticut 06268. @~

President Babbidge soes two basic causes of problems in state university governance:
(1) The university per se is dependent upon the state; and it must recognize the public’s
interest in its activities. (2) There isno University constitution with clearly stated purposs,
foles, and procedures. This lack of definition results. in continuing debate over the
correctness of various activities. To improve governance, he proposes that a University -
constitution be written, approved by the people of the state and incorporated as an article
in the state constitution. The board of trustees would then act as “supreme court,” ruling
on the constitutionality of the University's actions. Citizens of the state, as-well as members
of the University, might question the University’s activities, This system, President Babbidge
‘'suggests, would bring the University closer to the goals of "a high degree of

. self-determination,” and “as free an atmosphere as possible in which to live and work.” The

‘proposal is now under consideration.

45. . Case Studies in University’ Governance. Begun September 1969-Scheduled comple

~1970. David Dill and NASULGC Committoe, 4071 Administration ‘Building,
Michigan, Ann Arbor, ‘Michigan 48104. Sponsored by National Association
Universities and Land-Grant Colleges. A TR

SR fTh'i's;;s,tukdyl;willt prd\’cideaanaacco.unt"h‘f the experiences ‘qf vafib’us'-"initﬁitu‘tiﬁfﬁs wlm:h
shaVe,;i’n the past two years, experimented with new ty overnnco The

- researcher. will conduct on-site interviews at participating ir o
~ . Another part of the study, Participation and Control in'Decision Making:
- of. Three: University Senates, -was begun -in ‘November 1969 and ‘will bs ¢
 Summer. 1971. In this project, the ressarcher will apply thé variables of a
model—control, involvement; conflict, and- positive' member attitudes—to" three U
“senates. Individuals will be interviewed, relevant documents investigated, ai

questionnaire administered to members of each university senate.




46. Chancellor's Panel on University Purposes. Begun January 1970-Continuing. John S. Toll, State
University of New York, Thurlow Terrace, Albany, New York 12201. Partially sponsored
by SUNY Research Foundation. ‘

This Panel will study SUNY's goals—-tholr rationale and the methods used to achieve
them. It will recommend guidelines for future growth. The Panel will have 50 members
drzwn from the public and the academic sectors. It is to be a continuing body headed by
presidents in the SUNY system who alternate their one-year terms. A small staff of faculty
on leave and students on fellowships will prepare position papers.

47. Commission on Governance of The George Washington University. Begun January
1970-Continuing Body. James Mitchell, Rice Hall-8th Floor, The George Washlngton ]
University, Washlngton DC 20066. , «

This commission is examining “respnnsibility, authority, and decision making” at
‘ | ; George Washington University, and will make recommendations for changes in governance ¢
;: ' ~ practices. The Commission is composed of students, faculty, alumni, trustees and other :
1 | interested groups. To understand how formal and informal governance procedures work at '
, ~ George Washington, the Commission will examine documents, conduct interviews, and
U,‘ ' : ~ solicit written statements from the academic: community. After this mformatlon has been
‘ ' ' collected, the commlssuon will make plans for further aotlon

48. consultatwe Forum Begun February . 1970 Continuing. JR Gaskln, Chalrman Steering
commrttoe, South Building, University -of North Carolina, Chapel Hill, North Carolina
27514.
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The Forum includes representatives from all sections of the University community. In
its first post-organrzatronal meeting in March, it discussed ways of arriving at an
aooommodatron of races in society and in the University. The next meeting is scheduled for
April. The Forum is consultative only. State action would be required to expand its powers
to the formulatron of legislation. o

‘ 49. Cornell Constrtuent Assembly. Summer Research Reports (lthaoa, New York: Cornell Unwerslty, ; o S E ;:
o 1969). Paul P. Van Rrper, Willard Straught Hall, Cornell Unwerslty, lthaoa New York . :
: o 14850 ; ‘

Lo The Cornell Unwerslty Constltuent Assembly has representatuves from all sections of
~ the campus community. Of the eleven committee reports contained in this volume, two deal {
~ directly. with. governance. #Crises and Change in Governance of Cornell and Other o
Universities” identifies factors contributing to a governance crisis at Cornell, and examines
- other universities that have faced this problem. The report asserts that lack of participation
i decrsuon making, poor communication and Cornell’s hierarchical structure are some of the
! < factors contnbotrng to the crisis at -Cornell, and suggests creation of “a slngle .
, oommunrty-wrde governrng body” to holp solve Cornell’s problems

A




“The Regulation of Conduct” discusses Cornell’s student conduct system and examines
a wide variety of alternative systems. It does not recommend a new judicial structure, but
concludes that the effectiveness of the system is determined as much by the national
atmosphere as by the system itself.

50. Evaluating the Climate of Academic Decision-Making: An lnstrtutronal Case Study. Begun
September 1968-Scheduled completion December 1970. Ronald L. Gaudreau, City
University Construction Fund, 32 West 42nd Street, New York, New York 10036

This drssertatron will examine and compare how students, faculty, admrnrstrators, and
" trustees perceive their roles in university policy and decision making at a single institution.
" The researcher is using an abbrevizted form of the Troyer Inventory and will report the data
back to the institution under study. He will-conduct a follow-up sampiing to discover any
possible effects of the data in clearing up mrsconceptrons of roles.. f

51. Faculty Participation in Academic Governance at the University of Mrnnesota Available Fall
1970. William L. Deegan and Kenneth P. Mortimer, California Junior College Association,
1020 Twelfth Street, Sacramento, Calrfornra 95814,

This study covers faculty partrcrpatron in personnel and budgetary affarrs, currrculum

development, and educational policy. It also includes sections on faculty-admrmstratrve

" relationships, the degree of ceniralization and decentralrzatron m decision malung, and
structural characterrstrcs of faculty senates. ' ‘

52 “‘Frnal Report from the Ad Hoc Commrttee on Channels of Communrcatron Between' l
Admrnrstratron and Faculty.” Available November 1969. Paul C. Srmms, Department of
Physrcs, Purdue Unrversrty, l.afayette Indiana 47907.

“The Unrversrty Senate established this committee “to further the harmonrous vvorlung
relatronshrp between administration and faculty. " The specific suggestrons for University
Senate reform are based upon the belief that the faculty plays a central role in university

, governance and that this role is-necessary because it insures respect for/the facultys

~ academic fresdom and professional performance.. The reforms recommended -are directed
- toward improving communication. Some- suggestions are: establish an elective position of
- ‘Chairman of the University: Senate to serve as a faculty spokesman, especrally in crises;

e develop new. procedures for ensuring. rmplementatron of recommendatrons, encourage
admrnrstratrve pertrcrpatron in Senate meetings; and increase trustee-faculty consultatrons

53 The Governrng of Prrnceton Unrversrtv Final Report of the Special Commrttee on the Structure
of the Unrversrtv (Prrnceton, NJ: Princeton University, 1970) S ~

- Thrs report revrevvs and recommends broad changes in the governance of Princaton
‘Unrversrty Some recommendatrons of the student- faculty Specral Committee set upinMay
1968 include: (1) a 57- memher Council of the Prrnceton University Commumty to
T _“consrder ,_and rnvestrgate any questron of Unrversrty polrcy [governence] and any
- ~general issue related to the welfare of the Unrversrtv" (2) extensron of student government ‘
responsrhrhty to all areas of undergraduete hfe, and (3) estahhshment of a posrtron of :
- Unrversrty Omhudsmen The Councrl has been estahlrshed , o

R
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84. Interim Report: The Board of Trustess. Duke University Commission on Governance (Durham,
North Carolina: Duke University, 1970). William W. Van Alstyns, Duke University.

The Commission includes representatives from all sections of the academic community.
In preparing their study, the members surveyed 24 governance studies. Their report
contains: (1) a description of the Board of Trustess; (2) alternative trustes arrangements; (3)
recommendations respecting compaosition of the Board; (4) a study of the Board and the
University community; (5) a summary of analysis and recommendations. Although the
report deals with Duke’s situation, some general observations are made.

55. The Morgan Years at Antioch College: A Study of the Processes of Curricular Innovation and
Organizational Change. Begun August 1969-No completion date given, William Lombus, 15
Locust Strest, Florence, Kentucky 41042,

This doctoral disssrtation will examine the process of organizational change involved in
restructuring Antioch College’s curriculum during 1920-1933. The author will conduct
interviews, survey the documents, and preient an analysis and ducription within a social-
psychological fnmnwork

56. Pmldlnml Advuorv Council. Task Force on Gomnancn. Continuing, Rn 0. Wmnlr, Office of
the President, Univarsity of Honda. Gammalla, Flonda 3260 l».

The Councll continues last yeer's Aetlon Confmncl. wlm:h d 7lctlv and indirectly
initisted chang.s in the governance structures of the Unmmtv Thm changes generally
involved the inclusion of students on Univmity committess which deal with student-related
affairs, and the addition of faculty to the Administrative Council. The Constitution
commmu is now developing a proposal for chongn in the Senate.

57. "Ptovmons for On-campus Govcmanco." Adoptod slmng 1970: Effcctm Flll 1970 Colgate
Unmmtv. Hamulton, Nm York 13346

Studlnt and facultv commmm hm agreed upon new: govumanec stmctum which
: mcludo. (I) A Unmmtv Coun il compoad of facultv. nudln : n";ldml‘ jstmon. This




This report to the California legisiature outlines in brosd terms the role students should
play in governance on the different campuses of the state university. The report upholds
thres “major guidelines.” (1) Student leadership should dominate in matters concerning
student life on campus, with participation of administration and faculty. (2) Faculty
leadership should dominate in the area of academic decision making, with student and
administration involvement. (3) In areas where the administration must take the lead, the
roles of students and facuity have to be carefully considered. Recommendations are made
which discuss: student involvement in decision making on departmental, college and school,
and campus-wide administrative levels; the rols of the Academic Senats; grester
effectiveness of student government; and the need for a mechanism to facilitate
campus-wide communication. The mode of implementation is left to the individual
campuses.

59. Special Committee of the Trustess: Interim Reports. Begun May 1968-Continuing. Stuart M.
Glass, Executive Director, 402 Low Memorial Library, Columbia University, New York,
New York 10027. Partially sponsored by Robert Earl McConnell Foundation.

Second Interim_Report of the Special Committee of the Trustees of Columbia University.
ED 029 586. MF-$0.25, HC-$0.45. Third d Interim Report of the Special (:ommmu of the
Trustess; Statutes, Chapter 11, The University Senate. ED 028 751. MF-$0.25, HC-$0.95.

The committee’s purpose is “'to study and recommend changes in the basic structure of
the university.” It has met regularly with representatives from all factions of the Columbia
community. Four interim reports have been issued. The first, which appeared in September
1968, discusses guiding principles and the restructuring problems under consideration. The
second and third reports, issued in March and May 1969, deal with ways to involve faculty
and students in governance—specifically the creation of a University Senate. The fourth
report, issued in November 1969, makes recommendations concerning the Board of Trustees
and its role. The fifth report will deal with the reorganization of the central administration.

60. Task Force on Goals and Priorities. Begun September 1969-Scheduled completuon May 1970.
William Holmes, Cutler Hall, Ohio University, Athens, Ohio 45701.

This task force is reassessing the goals and priorities of the University and will propose
governance structum to implement its findings. | '

61. University-wide Committes on Governance. Begun September 1969- (:ontmumg. John T Dunlop,
Chmrman. Wadmonh House, Harvard University, Cambridge, Mmachumts 02138

Thos is 8 34-member committes of students, faculty, and administration cstahllshod to
“identify. the most important (issues] and recommend optimum structures and methods for
considering them.” The Committee has been broken down into thres sub-committess whoss
topics are (tentatively): (1) “The University: Challenges and Opportunitiss”; (2) “Financial
Constraints and Governance,” and “The Central University Administration”; and (3)
“Inter-School Relations,” and "Spacific Procedures for Particular Problems.” The latter
includes discipline, faculty benefits, community relations, research policy, etc. No reports
are available at this time.
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